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SALT : CURRENT DEVELOPMENTS 


Moscow's concern over technological improvements in US 
strategic offensive systems has emerged clearly in 
recent plenary sessions. The Soviet proposals to date* 
have been aimed at circumscribing all major US moderniza- 
tion programs except MIRV, and Soviet delegate Shchukin 
raised the MIRV issue at the 8 December mini-plenary . 

Most of the Soviet proposals have been concerned with 
airborne nuclear systems such as forward and carrier 
based aircraft , SRAM 3 B-l, and nuclear armed B-52s. 

This reflects both present and future US superiority * 
in this area and Moscow's enormous expenditures on air 
defense measures. The Soviets have thus set out what 
they privately acknowledge to be a maximum negotiating 
position. This leaves the two sides far apart, although 
there have already been some modest hints that as the 
Soviets "clarify " their position the gap will be narrowed 
to some extent. 


1. To date the Soviets have advanced seven specific 
proposals, calling for: 

1) the withdrawal of ballistic missile submarines 

to agreed limits that are out of range of the other 
side, and the simultaneous liquidation of submarine 
bases in' third countries. 

2) the withdrawal to their national territory of all 
nuclear delivery aircraft and any missiles with 
nuclear warheads whose geographical deployment 
enables them to strike targets on the territory of 
the other side, and the liquidation of their 
corresponding bases in third countries. 

3) a ban on the use of strategic bombers for delivery 
of nuclear weapons, including air-to-ground missiles. 
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4) a ban on the development, testing, and deployment 
of new types of strategic aircraft, and limiting 
the sides to modernization of existing bombers, 
but without the right to convert them into delivery 
vehicles for nuclear weapons, including air-to- 
ground nuclear missiles. 

5) a ban on the development, testing, and deployment 
of long-range air-to-ground missiles. 

6) a ban on developing or testing any type of 
strategic offensive weapon that would increase 
the threat of nuclear war. 

7) a ban on the development, testing, and deployment 
of intercontinental cruise missiles or sea-based 
cruise missiles specially designed to strike land 
targets . 


Most of these points were emphasized by Soviet delegates at 
the mini-plenaries of 8 and 12 December. 9 
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4. Apparently concerned that the US would not take a 
hint made in private earlier and raise the MIRV issue, the 
Soviets had delegate Shchukin bring it up on 8 December. 
Shchukin noted that MIRVs had been a response to ABM systems, 
and since ABM systems were now limited, it would be useful 
to return to the MIRV question. He alleged that the issue 
of maneuverable re-entry vehicles (MARVs) was also germaZne 
in this context, and asked for US views. r 


The US Position 


5. The US side continues to stress that limitation 
of the three central systems — ICBMs , SLBMs and heavy 
bombers--is the heart of strategic arms limitation and 
that other issues are extraneous. The US is pressing 
for equal aggregate levels with freedom to mix within 
these systems, and for equal missile throw weight, to 

be achieved by reductions (mostly Soviet) In present throw 
weight. A conversation between Garthoff and Soviet delegate 
Grinevsky on 8 December was able to close slightly the wide 
gap between the two sides. Grinevsky confirmed Garthoff 's 
understanding that the Soviet statement of 8 December 
proposed that offensive systems other than the central ones 
be taken into account" in the final agreement, but that it 
was not necessary to include systems other than the three 
centrai ones in a strategic aggregate. In other words, 
uhe Soviets seem willing not to make the US acknowledge FBS 
specif icaHy^in setting aggregates, but merely to "take it 
into account in an agreement on the central systems by 
in rSonpn 6 Soviets a corresponding edge. The problem lies 

i 9 i h ^ S P° sltlon with the US demand for equal 
aggregate levels m central systems alone. 

6. The US side is seeking clarification of the other 


Distribution: 

DCI 

DDCI 

DDI 

DDS&T 

Prepared by: 


1 
2 

3 

4 

OCI/EUR/SREa 


D/ONE 5 
D/OCI 6 
D/OSR 7 
DCI/SA/SALT 8 

1728 5/13Dec72 


25X1A 


- 3 - 

SECRET 

Approved For Release 2001/09/0#E8B£R©P80T00294A000300020003-7 


